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though it demanded that the interface be made available by April 1997. Likewise, AT&T

delayed the releasc of Pacific’s flowthrough process for basic exchange migrarion orders

hﬂxismmwhenitfaﬂedwhaveitssymmadyformﬁng. As MCI suggests in its

comments (albeit indirectly), MCI and other carriers were ready for the flowthrough
relcasc, but had 1o wait for AT&T 10 complete its testing. (MCI's Comments, p. 27.)
The Commission should dismiss AT&T"S unreasonable request to sharten the timeframes
for delivering electronic interfaces that incorporate industry-adopted guidelines.

Moreover, the Commission should reject AT&T’s proposal that would require the
ILECs to keep “at least three prior quarterly interface releases available to the CLCs w0
maintain continuity.” (AT&T’s Commenss, p. 15.) In other words, AT&T demands thar
Pacific maintain pace with the most current industry guidelines, while the CLECs might
lag behind well over a year. This proposal is incfficient and unreasonable. Pacific would
be required to kecp multiple versions of each interface available, which would require a
huge investment of resources and overhead. For example, Pacific would have o deploy
sufficient resources just to maintain testing environments for all the prior releases. In
addition, Pacific would have to invest significantly greater resources 10 configure
software that would mteract effectively with prior releases. (In other words, each time
Pacific upgraded an imerface, the sofiware would have to be configured in & way that it
could still interact with the Jast three releases.) Such a requirement would be

tremendously wasteful and inefficient.

Finally, the Commission should not order the ILECs to make any interfaces
available if the CLECs are not commined to using them. It would be exiemely wasteful
and unreasonable 1o require the ILECs to develop systems and interfaces that the CLECs
will not use.

b. Interfaces With No Industry Guidelines

As stated in Pacific’s opening comments, where no industry guidelines exist,
Pacific will provide CLECs with access to the same ordering interfaces used by Pacific’s
own service representatives. In March 1998, the CLECs will have (1) direct access to
Pacific’s order provisioning s;—stem. SORD, (2) direct access to the same order-writing

interface used by Pacific’s own service representatives, Starwriter, (3) real-time access 10
A
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Piciﬁc'spt-ordedngdmbasesthmugthgncMVerigﬂe. in addition to the access
provided on an integrared basis through Starwriter and SORD, and (4) industry-guideline
bascd order itiag capability for both resale and UNES, via LEX and EDI imerfaces.
With such access, CLEC service representatives will have the ability to perform all pre-
ordaingandMﬁmdmhsubﬂanﬁaﬂytbcsamemastiﬁc'soanviu
representatives. In addition, Pacific will continue to build and add interfaces in
accordance with the national industry guidelines, as they are established, and where
commercially practicable, so that CLECs can continue to build their own customized
corresponding interfaces to interact with Pacific’s systems. However, nothing in the Act
requires Pacific to develop customized EDI interfaces with each CLEC prior 1o the
industry’s adoption of guidelines for particular functions of those interfaces. Such efforts
would greatly deplete resources dedicated 1o implementing a commeon mterface for which
indusuy guidelines exist, and would subject both Pacific and the CLEC 1o costly and
inefficient re-work associated with modifying these interfaces once industry guidelines
are developed. -

c Continuous Availability of Priorinterfaces

Pacific refers 10 the remarks made in its opening comments, and to the remarks on
this subject in part a., above.

d Specifications and Dispute Resolution

AT&T suggests imposing a requirement that all disputes regarding system
specifications be resolved before any development begins. In accordance with the
ordering and billing forum guidelines, the ILECs ~ i.c., the camiers providing the service
— retain final control over the method of interface functionality. The ILECs cannot give
multiple CLECs control aver the content or timing of interface development as this would
surely forestall development.

With numerous CLECs, it is reasonable to expect that they will have different
needs, and that they will provide input that is often conflicting with one another. Taking
those differences into account, the ILECs’ responsibility is to provide an interface thar
will best service the CLEC community as a whole, rying to serve the needs of as many
CLECs as possible, and adhering 1o industry guidelines where practicable. If the ILECs
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were required to wait until the CLECs reached consensus with each other and with
Pacific, on all issues, most releases would be delayed significantly while disputes are
resolved, revisited, reargued, and so on. Because it is the [I.LECs who are charged with
making the necessary interfaces available on a imely basis, not the CLECs, it is the
ILECs who must have final contyol over how and when development begins and
implementation takes place.

Moreover, as explained above, certain CLECs have already demonstrated that
they will anempr 1o delay the implementation of new releases for their own self-interests
when their own systems are not ready, eventhongboﬂwrCLECsarelmdyandpi'epmed
10 avail themselves of the improved systems. The ability of a particular CLEC 10 hold up
a release when ather CLECs are ready is not good for competition, and should not be
condoned by the Commisston.

3. Testing and Capacity

a Imerface Testing

Pacific’s approach to testing, as stated in its opening comments, is reasonable. If
other carriers want to test with Pacific, they have that opportumity. If other carriers want
1o test with Pacific prior 1o implememation, but their systems are not ready, Pacific
provides them an opportunity to participate in a tial with Pacific after implementation.

AT&T"s approach is unreasonable because it requires Pacific to withhold the
implementarion of an interface unnl carmer-1o-carrier testing has been conducted,
presumably with each interested CLEC. (AT&T’s Comments, p. 17.) Under this
approach, one CLEC that is not ready 10 test would have the ability to delay the
implementarion of an interface that other CLECs are ready to use. Apparently, AT&T
expounds this approach because it has lagged behind on testing for certain imterfaces and
systems. However, as MCI suggests, CLECs thar are ready for implementation should
not have 1o wait around for those that are not. (MCI’s Comments, p. 27.)

AT&T s approach is also unreasonable because it anempts to give the CLECs
veto power over the implementation process by requiring that testing be completed 1o the
satisfaction of the CLEC before implementation can begin. Again, it is the JLECs, not
the CLECs, who are charged with the obligation of making the necessary interfaces
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available for all CLECs. Accordingly, the ILECs retain control over the timing of
implementation, and onc CLEC cannot be allowed to delay the entire process when it is
not ready, or ostensibly not satisfied with its testing.

b. Capacity

Pacific reiterates thar the Commission’s proposal is ambiguous in that it does not
define or explain how “reasonably expected demands” shall be determined. The CLECs
must be required to cooperate in the development of “reasonably expected demands” by
providing timely and acenrate foreeasts to the [LECs. Centainly, in their normal course of
business, the CLECs already prepare and rely on detailed forecasts so that they can
manage and deploy their own resources appropriately. Thus, it would impaose no added
burden on the CLECs to require them 1o share that information with the ILECs. The
CLECs’ general unwillingness 10 do so 1o date has been inexcusable.

Appendix B Issues
The namural starting point for the interim performance measures should be the

measures proposed by Pacific in Appendix B of its opening comments. Those measures
are based largely on the measures that are being developed with the Department of
Justice, and on measures contained in interconnection agreements with AT&T and MCI
in Texas tirough mediation, and with AT&T in Missouri by agreement.

Because the measures proposed by Pacific are a product of the give-and-take
process of negotiations and arbitrations, they are presumptively fairer and more
reasonable than the measures proposed by the LCUG. As the Federal Communications
Commission recently stated in its Ameritech-Michigan order, “specific performance
measures adopted by a state commission in an arbiation decision [are] more persuasive
evidence of commercial reasonableness than a standard unilaterally adopted” by one party
ourside the context of an interconnection agreement. (See. Application of Ameritech
Michigan 1o Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services, CC Docket 97-137, Memorandum
and Opinion, FCC 97-298, released August 19, 1997, para. 141.)

Contrary to the impression conveyed by its name, the LCUG is not an impartial,
nationally-recognized “standards body.” It consists of five long-distance carriers, all of
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which have strong self-interests in this proceeding contrary to Pacific’s. The LCUG
measures were unilaterally prepared by the long-distance carriers without any inpur from
Pacific, and without any review by any relevant governing body. As far as we are aware,
the LCUG measures have not been approved by any state commission, or been adopted in
any interconnection agreement with any ILEC in any state.

The measures proposed by Pacific, in conwrast, reflect the faimess and appropriate
balancing that results from negotiations and arbitrations between parties having adverse
interests. In addition, the measures propased by Pacific closely mirror those being
developed with the DOJ, which agency has been conferred with substantial deference
under the Telecommunications Act for purposes of evaluating 271 applicarions.

The purpose of developing performance measures with the DOJ is to establish a
sct of measures that will allow the DOJ 1o evaluate, for 271 purposes, whether [LECs arc
satisfying their obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to their operations support
systems, one of the principal reasons the Commission instituted this proceeding. (0SS

‘ Order, p. 6.) The measures subsmntiall:v take into account the DOJ’s evaluation of and
comments on Ameritech’s Michigan filing and Southwestern Bell™s Oklahoma filing for
interLATA approval, under section 271 of the Act.'

Mareover, the measures proposed by Pacific, which are far broader and more
comprehensive than those set forth in any of Paciﬁc’s_imermnnecfion agreements,
contain many of the same measurements contained in the LCUG measures. The LCUG
measures are divided into eight categories: Pre-Ordering, Ordering and Provisioning,
Maintenance and Repair, General, Billing, Operator Services and Directory Assistance,
Network Performance, and Interconnect/Unbundled Elements and Combinations. Pacific
comments on cach of these categories below.

With respect to “Pre-Ordering,” Pacific currently provides access to pre-ordering
functions via CLEO. In March 1998, Pacific will add three methods: Starwriter,
Daragarc andhv—e:gatc Pacific has agreed to provide the average response rime for all of

“these interfaces in its proposed measures. However, Pacific cannot practicably report this
informarion by carrier. Moreover, if two functions within an interface both access the

' The propased measures are being developed by the SBC companies in conjunction with the DOJ.
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same system, the response times would be the same for each function. Because Davagate
and Verigate access the same “back office” systems, average response time will be
reported according to the path a particular request takes for those interfaces.

With respect to “Ordering and Provisioning,” Pacific has agreed to provide most
of what is contained in the LCUG measures. In discussions with the DOJ, the SBC
Companies have agreed 1o provide average installation interval, percem orders installed
within the standard interval, percent missed due dates due to company reasons, percemt
company missed due dates due to lack of facilities, percent installation reports within 30
days, percent mechanized rejects, percent mechanized rejects renmed within one hour of
the start of the baich process, percent firm order canfirmations (FOCs) returned within 24
hours, service order accuracy, provisioning accuracy and percent order process flow
through. There are two measurements Pacific has not agreed to provide: mean jeopardy
interval and percent jeopardies retumed. In SBC negotiations with CLECs, all parties
bave agreed, for practical and economic reasons, that these two measurements would not
be provided until such time that the jeopardy process is mechanjzed.

In regard to “Maintenance and Repair,” Pacific has agreed 1o provide all the
measutements listed in the LCUG measures. In addition, Pacific will provide percent out
of service less than 24 hours, as has been discussed with the DOJ.

The “General” category of the LCUG jproposal has three measures: percent
system availability, mean time to answer calls, and call abandonment rate. Pacific will
provide system availability measurements for all existing interfaces, plus additional
interfaces as they become available. Average speed of answer will be provided for both
the Local Service Center and the Local Operation Center. The L.CUG proposes tracking
call abandonment rate, presumably to determine whether calls are abandoned because the
wait is too long. Call abandonment rate is highly correlated with average speed of answer
(ASA); the higher the ASA, the higher the call abandonment rate. However, call
abandonment rate may be misleading, because it assumes all abandons are due 10 the
length of rime wairing in queue. In fact, there may be many reasons why a CLEC
chooses 10 hang up before a service representarive answers the call. Thus, it makes more
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sense to simply track ASA and obtain the relevant information directly, rather than
tracking call abandonment rate and relying on assumptions that may be erroneous.

With respect to “Billing,” Pacific has agreed 10 provide measurements for
tmeliness, accuracy, and completeness of billing to the CLECs. In general, Pactfic’s
proposed measures are similay 1o the LCUG proposed measures. The first category of
billing measures in the LCUG is Timeliness of Billing Record Delivery for Usage and
Invoices. Pacific’s Timeliness of Usage Delivery measure addresses the LCUG’s Usage
measure with the following key differences, Pacific’s measure uses the time when the
usage recards are made available to the CLECs, and not when the data is “saccessfully
transmitted,” an the theory that the CLECs are responsible for rewieving the data.
Pacific does not limit when the CLEC can retricve the data once it is made available, and
thus should not be held accountable for when the data is rerieved by the CLEC. In
addition, the LCUG uses the unit of measure as hours, instead of days; the laner is far
more reasonable, both from a practical and a historical perspective. As a practical matter,
because the information is delivered on a daily usage feed, measuring this performance in
units of time that are less than a day (e.g., hours) does not make sense. From a historical
perspective, this performance is generally measured in days in Pacific’s interconnection
agreements. The LCUG also speaks to alvernately billed usage, i.e. bill-to-third party,
collect, etc. Pacific has a strong objection to including this usage in its measure since
Pacific has minimal control over timeliness. Pacific’s Billing Timeliness measure
addresses the LCUG’s “Invoices™ measure, but in a more relevant and complete mamner.
The LCUG speaks to the timeliness of individual invoice delivery. Pacific sends all their
invoices for a particular bill at one time, in a batch, so timeliness of individual invoices is
meaningless. In addition to imeliness of invoices, Pacific includes all bill types as well,
e.g. paper, EDL etc. Lastly, LCUG uses “scheduled close of bill cycle” as the start time,
where Pacific asserts that the most direct measurable point 10 begin is the *bill date.”
Rarely is there a difference; however, the lanter is more easily established and wackable.

The second category of billing measures in the LCUG is “Accuracy of Billing
Records.” This category again incorporates Usage and Invoices, but combines accuracy
in rerms of completeness and formaning. Pacific separates out content accuracy by

9
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reporting billing accuracy, which will be measured by performing a bill auditon a
statistically valid sample of bills across wholesale (i.e., unbundled network elements and
resale) and retail operations. The sample will include specific billing conditions unique
for each of the operations. (Please note: This process is still under development,
however, as it supports measure #9 in Appendix B.) Completeness of billing will be
measured by sampling orders for services that appear on a bill and calculating the
percentage of those that are on the correct bill from a time standpoint, i.c., are not
delayed. And lastly, formatting accuracy is addressed in two measures: accuracy of bill
delivery and accuracy of usage delivery (which will have 10 be made by the CLEC and
reported back to Pacific). They measure the percentage of mechanically ;ansfc:md
records which pass formar edits unique to the industry standard formats for EDI and
EMR, for example.

Pacific’s measures for “Operator Services and Directory Assistance™ are similar 10
the LCUG measures. Due to the serving arrangement, the CLECs and Pacific are served
using the same network, cnsuring that all customers are served in parity. In fact, there is
no practicable way to gather results separately for CLEC and Pacific. Therefore, these
measurements should be reported on an aggregate basis. In addition, the calculation for
grade of scrvice differs somewhat in that, instead of using percentage of 1o1al calls
answeredwithinlOseconds,themeasmebeingmanagedtoatﬂﬁ;timeisperccnmgeof
% hours answered within “x” seconds, with 12 seconds applicable 10 DA, and 10 seconds
10 OS. Again, this is a technical limitation associated with the switch.

Pacific has strong objections to the measurements in the section entitied “Network

Performance.” The intent of this measurement is 1o measure the transmission quality of
the loaps (subscriber loop loss, signal 1o noise ratio, idle channel circuit noise, loop
circuit balance, circuit notched noise, and anenuarion distortion), as well as measuring the
speed of connection (dial vone delay, post dial delay, and call completion delivery rate).
These measurements reflect engineering standards or guidelines. At the vime a circuit,
loop, or switch is designed or engineered, it is engincered to meet certain specifications.
This process occurs for both CLEC customers as well as Pacific’s customers. The
process ensures that parity necessarily exists for network performance. In order 1o
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measure what is required by the LCUG, 2 statistically valid sample would be required
from cach CLEC and Pacific by market area. It was suggesied in the AT&T and MCI
arbitrations in Texas that, on performance measurements, an appropriate sample might be
a maximum of 1,000 lines from each CLEC and Southwestern Bell for each market area,
10 be sampled and reported on a quarterly basis. If, for iljustrative purposes, we assume
conservatively that 50 CLECs will be providing local service in California, this would
equaie 1o 204,000 obscrvations quarterly (S0 CLECs + Pacific = 51 * 1000 observations *
4 market areas). These tests would require Pacific to dispaich a technicias to the
customer premise as well as have a technician available in the central office in order vo
perform the requested tests. Pacific only conducts this type of testing at the time the
service is installed, and only if a trouble is reported by the customer. Clearly, Pacific
does not have the resources to perform this type of testing in order to simply provide a
measurement of an “upstream” process when there is no indication a problem exists.
Moreover, if lack of parity were to exist with respect 10 network performance, it would
manifest itself in other measures, for example, trouble reports. Thus, it would be
discovered through the measures proposed by Pacific, and dealt with accordingly.

The final category of measures in the LCUG document is “Interconnection/
Unbundled Elements and Combinations.” The measures in this category reflect the
availability and accuracy of databases such as AIN, LIDB and 800 number. These
darabascs are deployed on service control points (SCPs) and integrared service control
points (ISCPs). The measures requested arc percentage of databases recejving a
response, percentage of database queries experiencing time outs, percentage of database
responses with invalid responses, mean time for database query, mean time for database
updates, and mean post dial delay (PDD) for calls routed 10 CLEC OS/DA. Pacific and
the CLECs access these darabases via the Signaling System 7 (SS7) network. Since
access 1o the network will necessarily be on a nondiscriminatory basis, the CLECs and
Pacific will necessarily experience the same levels of service. Currently, Pacific does not
collect or use the measures requested except in instances of wrouble isolation. There is no
mechanized collection process in place. Since parity is ensured by the design of the
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network, these measures will only add expensive and burdensome reporting requirements
to the JLECs.

In sum, the measures proposed by Pacific should be the natural starting point for
any development of performance measures in this docket. It would be grossly unfair and
inefficient 1o adopt or even start with measures, such as the LCUG's, that were
unilaterally developed by self-interested parties with no input from parties having any
interests adverse 10 the LCUG members, and which have not been adopted anywhere.
Moreover, it would be a terrible waste of resources to duplicate the significant efforrs that
have been made in negotiating and arbitrating interconnection agreements with the
CLECs, and in developing measures with the DOJ.

Issue 2: Cost Recovery

In their opening comments, various parties suggested that Pacific should incur the
costs of monitoring the quality of its OSS performance. As stated in Pacific’s opening
comaments, Pacific agrees with thar approach. Al carriers should be responsible for
ensuring that local competition exists. Part of that responsibility includes taking the
necessary steps to ensure that operations are functioning at the appropriate levels.
Instituting and monitoring performance measures is a reasonable method in which to
ensure that parity of service is being provided by Pacific o the CLECs. However, Pacific
strongly disagrees that it should incur the costs of instituring and monitoring various sers
of performance measures, particularly where the partics demanding different measures
have already agreed, in other forums, 10 measures on which Pacific’s measures in this
proceeding are based. Accordingly, Pacific requests that the Commission establish a
cost-recovery mechanism 1o compensate Pacific for measuring any new performance
measures that Pacific will not already be monitoring as part of any interconnection
agreement, or as part of its reporting to the DOJ.
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Issue 3: Facilitics-Based Competitors

Pacific’s proposed measurements ensure that facilities-based competitors will
have a meaningful opportunity to compete in the local market. For this reason, Pacific
opposestbeéddiﬁondmpropoxdbyoronbdlﬂfofthefadﬁde&bmdmtdm. %—
Nevertheless, Pacific is willing o negotiate additional reciprocal performance measures
with the facilities-based competitors, to the extent that such carriers believe measures are
necessary and appropriate for 911 and directory assistance databases.

The measures suggested by the facilities-based coalition for E911 fimctions
appear reasonable, except for the measures an “selective router updates™ and “ALI
datnbase updates.” In these two instances, Pacific suggests several adjustments. The
accepted measures should be 24-48 business hours (3-6 business days). In addition, the
Master Sireet Address Guide (MSAG is a database that incorporates street and address
information provided 1o the ILEC by each county) is currently provided to CLECs on
CD-Rom within 72 hours of request (the timeframe ordered by the State of California in
the Local Competition decision). Pacific follows the parameters within its tariff in
providing the relevant information within the above noted timeframes.

Cenain other measures proposed for the facilitics-based CLECSs are not workable
or practicable. Pacific responds to these measures, as follows:

Average Service Loss for Inbound Calls. Pacific uses a flow
through process 1o provision interim number portability (“INP”) on the
due date, provided a due time is established by the CLEC on the original
service request. The service will automatically be provisioned at that due
time (or within a few minuies of the due time) without human
intervention. Service orders for INP will be provisioned in the central
office switch, in a nondiscriminatory manner, together with all other
flowthrough orders (wholesale and retail) thar have a similar due time. If
no due time is provided by the CLEC, INP will be provisioned some time
after 12 midnight and before 8am on the due date, as part of normal baich
processing of all service orders withour specific due rimes.

If the CLEC provides a due time on the order, then the flowthrough
provisioning process will be invoked and the INP service will be
provisioned at the due time with no more delay than any other service
orders that are 1o be automatically processed ar thar rime.
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The proposed metric would require the measurement of the time
interval between the due rime and the time when translations are processed
in the switching machine. Because there is no automated way 10
assimilate this information, this data could only be gathered and
aggregated manually, requiring an order-by-order review. Because these
orders are necessarily processed in parity with all sevvice orders that are
amomatically provisioned (both retail and resale), the wemendous burden
in manually compiling the necessary data does not justify the measure.

Percent Missed Cutover Dates and Times. Assessing missed due
times presents the same problem as described for the “Service Loss”™
measure. It also would require an overly burdensome manual process. In
addirion, on all seyvice provisioning, activities do not occur precisely at
the cut time, but within a few minutes tolerance window. The proposed
measure unreasonably allows for no tolerance. Therefore, any cut
occurring cven one minute past the due time would be counted as a miss.

Pacific has already commined 1o measuring Percent Missed
Appointments (Due Dates), which will provide the relevam information
for determining whether CLECs are receiving service at parity.

Operatar Services/Directory Assistance. For both operator
assistance (“OA") and directory assistance services (“DA™), Pacific has
offercd to measure grade of service and average speed of answer, and to
report these results as an aggregate for Pacific and CLECs. Mean hold
time and average work time would be meaningiess measures for DA, as
the operaror has no way to distinguish an ILEC customer from a CLEC
customer. As a result, parity is ensured. For the same reasons, dverage
work tme can only be measured on an aggregate basis.

Although it is technically feasible 10 identify CLEC customers for
OA service, the procedures used by operators to provide this service are
identical for all customers. Moreover, there is no incentive, financial or
otherwise, to handle customers differently. In fact, 1o handle one group of
customers inefficiently would drive unnecessary expense into the process.

~Call Abandonmery This is an innappropriate measure because a
customer can abandon an anempt to contact OA or DA for any aumber of
reasans. The appropriate measures are grade of service and average speed
of answer, which will ensure thay all cusiomers wishing 10 reach OA or
DA will be able 1o do so in a timely manner.

14
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Call Blockage. OA and DA trunks are available for all raffic
wherther it originates with a CLEC or from the ILEC. Access is non
discriminatory. In the case where a facilities-based CLEC contracts for
stand alone OA and/or DA from Pacific, purchasing the appropriate .
number of trunks is the CLEC’s responsibility.

Code Opening--NXX Loaded and Tested Prior to LERG Effective
Daze. The process for opening CLEC codes within the Pacific network is
essentially the same as for opening a new code for Pacific, and is therefore
nondiscriminatory. There is no incentive to discriminate against any
CLECs when opening their NXX codes, since failure 1o do so may also
generate wouble reports to Pacific. If our own customers cannot reach
CLEC customers because the CLEC code was not opened, they will be
dissatisfied and likely report their complaints to Pacific repair.

Code Opening~MTTR For NXX Troubles. Pacific has offered to
measure receipt 1o clear duration for all CLEC troubles. To wy and
differeniate at the level of a code-opening problem would be extremely
burdensome and would require rigorous manual tracking.

Issue 4: Performance Standards
As stated in Pacific’s opening comments, the law requires parity. Accordingly,

where analogous types of services exist on the retail side, the appropriate measure should
be a simple comparison between the level of service that Pacific provides 1o itself and
that which it provides to the CLECs. Performance standards, in contrast, imposc an

. arbitrary level of performance that may have no basis in parity. Pacific could be in

compliance with the standard, yet not be providing parity of service to the CLECs. (For
example, Pacific conld be providing service to the CLECs within the standard imterval,
yer be providing much better service 1o irself.) Likewise, Pacific could be deemed 10 be
out of compliance with the standard, even where it 1s providing parity of service to the
CLECs. (For example, Pacific could be providing service to the CLEC outside the
standard interval, yet be providing the exact same level of service to jrself)

Certain CLECs, such as AT&T, agree with the comparative measure approach.

(AT&T Comments, p. 8.) In contrast, other carriers, such as MCI, have suggested
performance standards thar are not based on any valid statistical dava. Pacific strongly
urges the Commission not 10 adopt any performance standards where analogous retail
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services exist. But under no circumstances should arbitrary levels of performance be set
without substantial evidence in the record to support the proposed standard.

Issue5: No Mandated Interfaces

In their opening comments, no patties have demonstrated that the law requires
Pacific 1o implement any particular OSS interfaces. Indeed, the FCC has expressly stared
that the ILECs are not required “1o follow a prescribed approach in providing access to
OSS functions.” (4pplication of Ameritech Michigan to Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Services, CC Docket 97-137, Memorandum and Opinion, FCC 97-298, released August
19, 1997, para. 135.) The ILECs’ obligation is simply 1 provide access thas will allow
the CLECs to perform OSS functions in “substantially the same time and manner as the
incumbent performs that function for itself.” () ‘

Pacific is providing access to its OSS functions through both a gateway and
through various other means. As explained earlier, the CLECs will be provided, in
March 1998, access 10 additional pre-ordering and ordering functions that will allow their
representatives to perform such functions in substantially the same manner as Pacific’s
own service representatives. In addirion, Pacific will continue to build and add imterfaces
in compliance with the national industry guidelines, as they are established, and where
commercially practicable, so that CLECs can continue to build their own customized
corresponding interfaces to interact with our systems.’

Issue 6: No Mandated Access To Legacy Systems And Upgrades
For the reasons stated in our opening comments, the Commission should not
mandate direct access 10, or require upgrades 10, the ILECS” legacy systems. (See, also,
GTEC's Opening Comments, pp. 14-17.) The Act, and the FCC rules p:omulgaxed
thereunder, simply require that the CLECSs be provided equivalenr access to the 0SS
__ﬁ_mp_c_r_@h and processes that the [LECs provide to themselves. (A4pplication of

? In response 1o & request made in the past by Time Wamer, asking that Pacific make availabls 1o the
smaller cummiers a less castly alternanve w application-to-applicarion imerfacing, Pacific made PC-based [
laccessviumodemavuilabkmtheCLECs Citing cost reasans, Time Wames now asks that Pacific be \' -
required 1o provide PC-based access via modem on & tofl-free basis. This request is unreasonable. Pacific
should not be required o incur the CLECs' costs of operarting their own business.
16
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Ameritech Michigan 10 Provide In-Region, Inter LATA Services, CC Docket 97-137,
Memorandium and Opinion, FCC 97-298, released August 19, 1997, paras. 129-137.)
They are not entitled as a maner of right 1o direct access to the ILECs legacy systems.
Moreover, as stated above, in March 1998, Pacific will provide the CLECs with direct
access to SORD and Srarwriter, access to Davagate, Verigate and LEX, and access 10 an
EDI order-writing interface for both resale and U/NEs. These additional forms of access
will provide the CLECS" representatives with the ability to perform all pre-ordering and
ordering functions in substantially the same manner as Pacific’s service representarives.

Issue 7: GTEC Performance Measures )

For the reasons stated in nearly all commentors’ opening comments, GTEC
shouldbehéldmthcsmncperfmmmcemmsuresasPuiﬁc.

Issue 8: Capacity Forecasts

Pacific undersiands well that the Commission is “most concemed with Pacific’s
capacity to process the service orders received from the CLECs.” (OSS Order, p. 8.)
AT&T complains, however, that Pacific has nov provided accurate capacity forecasts, or
that it has failed to provide forecasts altagether. (See. e.g.. AT&T's Comments, p. 39.)
That assertion is false. Pacific provided capacity forecasts to the CLECS, including
AT&T, during the resale complaint cases earlier this year. Pacific’s forecast has been
reasonably accurare, although it has remained untested since the CLECs are not
generating sufficient orders 1o vest the limit. Pacific has had excess capacity for several
months. It estimates that it can process over 5,000 orders per day, while the CLECs are
submiming only around 3,000 orders per day.

Pacific’s order-processing capacity has improved steadily throughout the year. At
the time that the record closed in the resale complaint cases in May, Pacific was
processing about 1,400 orderspcrday[h_w nmestbatamount.D Wﬂj
The CLECs in contrast have recently receded from the Jocal market. As press reports

indicate, MCI apparently yosslrwmmm with entering the

local market, and suffered substantial losses by offering a flat pate service 1o customers

i oot 1,
(ke 77
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for both local and local woll calls. In addition, MCI's merger with WorldCom suggests
that MCI may continue 1o move away from the local residenrial marker, and focus on
business customers.’ AT&T, for its part, has been unable to keep up with Pacific and
other CLECs with respect to systems development. AT&T demanded that Pacific
implement by April 1997 an EBI gateway for maintenance and repair, which Pacific did,
but AT&T has not been able to test the imterface, possibly due 1o lack of resources.*
Further, as MCI indirecily suggests in its opening comments, AT&T held up the release
of Pacific’s RMI 5.9 flowthrough earlier this year when MCI1, Sprint and Genesis were
ready for implementation. (MCI’s Comments, p. 27.)

Pacific supports the Commission’s request for capacity forccasts.® However, the
Commission must not overlook the other side of the equation. Pacific strongly urges the
Commission to investigate the CLECs’ plans to enter the local market and the CLECs’
own performance Jevels, Clearly, the CLECSs’ ability to process their own ordersin a
timely and accurate manner will bave a direct impact on their ability to compete
effectively in the local market. Likewise, the CLECs’ appareat lack of interest in the
local residential market will also have a direct impact on the rgte at which they penetrate
the local market, particularly since those orders would be far simpler for Pacific and the
CLECs to process compared to the more complex orders associated with the business
customers being targeted by the CLECs.

In supporting the Commission’s request for capaciry forecasts, Pacific reiterates
its need for detailed forecasts from the CLECS. As reflected in the interconnection
agreements berween Pacific and the CLECs, accurate forecasts from the CLECs are vital
1o Pacific’s ability to manage and deploy its resources efficiently and effectively.
Underforecasting jeopardizes Pacific’s ability to meet its performance commiuments to
the CLECs. Overforecasting causes Pacific 10 dedicate excess capital and resources thar

? Further, MCI still suffers from a high error rate on its service orders, which has not mnproved since the
tme of the resale complaint cases, and which subsunvially exceeds the error rate of most other CLECs.
* Press reports indicate that AT&T s under a two-year cost cutting plan, during which it will trim
$2.6 billion in costs and layoft 17,000 employees.
? Pacific objects 1o the nanure of forecasting recommended by AT&T. Pacific cannot predict how many
orders will be rejected per day or how many cancel acknowledgments will be issued per day. Due 1o the
vagaries inherent in the process, such as varying error rates and varying producs mixes, Pacific can only
estimate the total wansaction volume that a system or pracess can handle in the aggregate.

18
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are left stranded or underutilized. Lack of forecasts (as has generally been the case)
leaves Pacific guessing as to how to allocate its resources. The Commission should
mandate the CLECs to provide detailed forecasts so that Pacific can manage its resources
effectively.

Issue 9: Penalties

Pacific’s proposed penalty scheme is reasonable and fair. It penalizes Pacific for
substandard performance, yet rewards Pacific for providing the CLECs with better
service than Pacific provides to itself. Under Pacific’s penalty scheme, Pacific is
“credited” when the level of service provided 1o the CLECs during the relevant peyiod
exceeds the level Pacific experiences on its remil side. In contrast, the CLECS’ proposed
schemes punish Pacific any time its leve] of service drops below parity, even if Pacific
has been providing better service to the CLECs for the past several periods. As a resuk,
Pacific is punished solely as a result of the arbitrarily-set length of the relevant
measurement period, rather than fairly taking into consideration Pacific’s overall
performance during all other periods.® The penalty/reward system proposed by Pacific
has been incorporared into the interconnection agreements of AT&T and MCI in Texas;
and AT&T in Missouri.

Most important, the Commission should bear in mind that the greatest incentive at
stake for Pacific is gaining approval for entry into the long-distance marker. As the
Commmission has stated, the measurements established by the Commission in this
proceeding will aid the Commission i evaluating Pacific’s 271 application. While
Pacific has proposed additional monetary penalries, the Commission should bear in mind,
in determining the appropriate level of penalties, thar Pacific has a remendous amount of
incentive a1 stake with respect 1o its 271 application. Accordingly, Pacific subngly urges
the Commission to reject the draconian penalties suggested by certain CLECs. In
particular, the Commission should reject the CLECs’ proposal that any penalties

* For example, if Pacific provides service to the CLECs a1 benter than pariry for six straight months, and
then falsers on the seventh, Pacific gets penalized under the CLECs’ penalty proposals, even though Pacific
probably provided bemer service 1o the CLECS over thar entire seven month period. Pacific would be
penalizad solely as a result of the arbiary decision w choose one month as the measurement period. In
contwast, Pacific’s “credi” system would balance out performance over ume, making f a fuirer sysiem

: 19
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established in the proceeding be cumulative to, or in addition to, any penalties contained
in the interconnecrion agreements between the CLECs and Pacific. The penalties and
performance measurcs established here should supersede those contained within the
interconnection agreements. Any other result would be unjust and unfair for Pacific,
which is already agreeing to expand dramatically the number of measures that it reports.

Finally, the penalties adopted by the Commission should not apply during the first
90 days that service is provided to any particular carrier. During the initial 90-day period,
Pacific has found that numerous anomalies arise that potentially skew the data in one
direction or the other.

Procedural Issues

Certain parties have suggested holding workshops, or possibly even more
formalized proceedings. Pacific srongly opposcs any delay in the adoption of
performance measures. The measures proposed by Pacific will provide ample means for
the Commission to monitor and evaluate Pacific’s provisioning of OSS access 1o the
CLECs. The measures are comprehensive and exhaustive, and provide an effective gauge
for determining whether Pacific is providing resold services at parity to the CLECs, and
providing the CLECs with a meaningful opportunity to compere using unbundled

network elements.

Respectfully submitted,
PACIFIC RELL

v . /'.
LTO-WININGER

140 New Momgomery Street, Rm. 1322
San Francisco, California 94105
(415) 545-9422

Its Artorney

Dare: December 11, 1997
20



Resale Service Issues

ICG has experienced an incident where Pacific Bell changed an ICG
business local exchange resale customer from ICG back to Pacific Bell
without the customer ever requesting to go back to Pacific Bell.
Additionally, Pacific Bell never had a Letter of Agency authorizing such
changes. In fact, Pacific Bell attempted to keep the customer on Pacific
Bell local exchange service by crediting the customer’'s Pacific Bell
account all non-recurring charges associated with the change back to
Pacific Bell business line service. In order to return the customer to ICG,
and after obtaining a letter from the customer (attached), ICG was forced
to escalate the incident to senior executive Pacific Bell management as
well as re-execute Automated Service Requests. Further more, Pacific
Bell improperly reassessed to ICG non-recurring change over charges
associated with returning the customer to its carrier of choice, ICG, in
which case ICG had to fight Pacific Bell to have the second set of non-
recurring charges removed.

Documentation: Tab 4 - Customer letter from Sheet Metal
Workers International Association.

Pacific Bell frequently looses all local exchange service when migrating
customers from Pacific Bell to ICG. Generally, service outage times
average from four hours to 24 + hours.

Documentation: Tab 5 - Customer letter from AAA Flag &
Banner Manufacturing Company Incorporated.

Pacific Bell’s poor OSS and LISC service cause CLC end-user customers
to form a poor image of CLCs when reselling Pacific Bell loops. In fact,
Sprint has filed an Advice Letter with the CPUC requesting to
“grandfather” Pacific Bell resold local residential services.

Documentation: Tab 6 - Copy of Sprint Telecom. Ventures
Advice Letter No. 44 and Statements of William Harrelson,
counsel for MCI, and William Ettinger, counsel for AT&T, in
IECs’ complaint case against SBC/Pacific Bell explaining why
IECs are no longer promoting resold services. AT&T Notice of
Ex Parte Communication with CPUC, CPUC Case Numbers 96-
12-026, 96-12-044, 97-02-021.
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'LOCAL UNION NO. 108
Sheet Metal Workers' International Association

TJo: - Darlene Dudlos, Customer Service Supervisor
From: Irma M. Beck
Date: August 6, 1997

"Re: Pacific Bell

On Friday, Auglist 1, 1997, | recelwd a talepnone call from Aaron Gray in
the "Customer Returns" de :ﬁrtmm of Pacific Bell. His call was to tell me
that he was glad to hear that we wanted to return our teléphone service. to
Pacific Bell in our Bakersfield location. | immediately advised him that his
information was incorrect and that we were suppose to be serviced by ICG,
He continued to pressure me to give him the answers that he wanted ta hear

which was that we wanted to have service from Paclﬂc Bell in the
Bakersﬁeld location.

At no time during my canversation with Aaron Gray did | indicate that we
wanted to return to Pacific Bell and | also told him that we had purchased
rnew telephones and had additional -lines installed to accommodate our
decision to have ICG provide our telephone service. 1 told him several times
that we had never signed an "Agency Letter™ giving them permission to
switch us back to Pacific Bell on june 11, 1997 and that | would appreciate it
If Pacific Bell would return the unauthorized service o ICG. - During onNr
conversation, Aaron mentioned that they "switch™ customers back to Pacific

Bell “all the time" on a verbal conversation and the “"Agency Letter" was
only 'qr formality.

At no time during this telephone call did 1 tell him that we wanted to return
to Paclfic Bell. 1 also told him that we would not be responsibie for. any
install fees connected with their decision to take the service back to Pacific
Bell without a signed "Agency Letter" from our office. .

Darlene, my primary concern in this entire matter is that there Is not an
interruption of service at our BRakersfield location when the lines are
returned 10 ICG. They are working great at the present time and | want to

be positive that 1CG can provide ELM that are in place now without
any problems.

if you have any questions, please call me at (213) 481-2050.

464 3. Lucas Avenne « Los Angeles, CA 90017 « (213) 481-2050 » FAX (213) 481-2076



,” AY

MG-SS-47 1844 From: o Teg17 P.02/62 JoIR

: | i gﬁlifigﬁuiligizg < - The ondentiged

w Weal snevics with mapexct 10 1he TICEN 0nd e undonigned hat the hecesary astinity e Hgn (s
ro»lillnl:!. il Ueor'sbilting addesy i - .

2 Goeoh ol Ubarebneting of Fiod Unnr: o Uner i 1o change e provider of ecal zvies & s BTNGR) Wenifiod i pars@agh £ 480 16 the

2N, 393 imy

Tl Loty walorstunds (sheck appeapdats bax): _ .
1) The WTNG will eameis S0 s aftes Bnd Unsc's pe0vider of local susvios shangss ivoss Tilsphars Company 19 KCG Telocm e Iae

:ftﬂf&‘i!g;alii!;g-ﬁig?ia

:?é-sisﬁtal.itafitllrs?iagis?ﬁ!
3. Dengeotion of ang Accaplinse by 10C Tulensn \ .

& Cospe Sorvioe Hoowd (CXR") Infrsoution: Sind sowr sutharints KOG Tidoram oo, 10c. 40 4bteie Sonem Tleplhtns Compory. inforemsion
e e e T e
wvien Grom Toaghwns Compaay 1 TOU Telovom, Growg, Inc. nd Compmuy in Jgsliy soglved ov, i Jts yois Giscwnion, deteamines
ewnide sush CER informmnine 10 Jocal exmicss, » _ - o - o °

ai&ﬁff!gfifitgat-?c gli.ﬁutl
i.tc‘u&fnlc.'l-!ti&.i&swﬁ»i*af!fytilti 0
e satherity W0 ors o0 bt of Find Uner. _

7. Revoration of AU Provisuc LGAs? This LOA svelits ey pecvious LOAS tapasding lucal servics providad 10 S STNGD tdeatifiod in pargraph 1.

b Eiontive Dute und Torm of Agronys Tvis LOA mhims offs 0 S5O gudt wil wamstn 1n ofibcy st camated ot srvoles by 243 Urey In wrdieg:

G ToecomGromp Jne. g
. “* 'Y
- - 7 - - ‘ .

. OCG Solct Mamgomenl)

TOURCOMGROP, INC.  P.0. 803 612 Znglewacs, Colonate 8013346763 104909060
White-Blen Adewin.  Comry rGuanecr Tl - Compares Servies i Lol Sy Rovivion uster (2) o103



U 9:21  From: T-928 P.04/04 Job-961
- PGS - pEL D
..:'..Inl . . . .

Letter of b.aouuw |

Dow Telaphom Compeny Masager:

1 Béostily of Principel ase Biimg Tulsphone Nembergd (STNG: This Laer of Ay 00 pcios 0 0 BT dniied o e sched s
Tha Undursigued (ses below) sdbéaribes 1o Talephans Company’s locel scrvice with weapect 1 s BTN(S), 408 the andarsigand bas the aeoestary
abariey 1o g thia LOA eo-Shhult ofthe Tid Uee, Rnd User's Willing addowns i .

T Tntens sl Undmrssunding of find User: nlcl.rl&. 1 clings the povider of levsl yervies © the BTN(E) identified in puragoaph | mnd ® the
i%i!gglin&!gﬁg Telepixms Compery to nesos of sgeit  Bnd User
sadensands {check appeopriate box):

l ?éa&i'i*m& User'’s %&igiifg G Telooom Gronp, 10e,

{1 ?i&&sgigi paovider of 1acal sarvics changes fram Telophoue Crepany 1o ICG Telecem Crowp, Tas. waless ICO .

Telecam Cenop, tor. anfiexs Divnotery Nessher Cull Rorwarding service from Telaphans Covmpany.
(] The WTN(R) giiu‘i !!&I&Egntllna! Telaphons Compmry % ﬁo?if
3. i(!i‘ggigggi%gggilgigl

{"Ageut™ s00eps the snthority 10 act a5 the agerss of the Eod Usar for the purpess of chenging the provider of ol sesvias frows Tilephions Company to
1CG Telswom Group, Inc..

4. Cwtemer Swvive Record ("CUR™) Inkrmation;: !!iﬁnfiuﬂ!gs’ ii
irfisnﬂgfgre%&t!g in panagroph ¥ wbowe. This
sthagiatinn ie Nolund 2o tha st ot () JOG Talonmn Coup, Ton- vl CRR indommsilen in iit"i&t

savice from gg Yoc. md sals discrotion, Semwninet =
l&.“x’ﬁé Gronyp, Elﬂsnni iy legally reqrired ax, ia its

gagfgngsfgagigstggg the BTNGE) identified ia
pemgraph 1.

Wiersaty of 1CG Telocom Inc.: K0 Telecons Csorp. Tnc. wazcants the velidity of shis LOA 0 any tird Suisom, incincing Teleghone
Compmry, 10 whom 3G ez, shows te ociginal or 3 copy of this LOA 1nd who refics o this LOA with respect to the soape of KG
Telneom Comp. loc. sathority 1 -act oa behalf of Bnd User,

7, §15§§§§§5§§§s&§§ fo e BTIN(S) identified in petegraph 1.

1ICG

ggvﬁ PO, -agnatlnz!t.e&g 1-800-630.5980

A x



Tk Dol

Vis-sys -2
! g -

Ouik

From: Dudics, Darlene/C
Sent: Monday, July 28, 1997 7:23 PM
To: Holdridge, Bruce/Sr Dir Gov Af
Subject: FW: Our 1st SLAM

Yi5-54-4s b |
Bruce, this is a letter | sent Tony Jaramia, our PB Manager, explaining what transpired over the
last month. | asked him at the time for assistance and he told me that there is a Letter of Agency
on file. When | asked him to forward it to me, he said that it is Proprietary Information and that he
was unable to send me a copy. | then conferenced on the customer who requested a copy be
faxed. he also denied that request stating that she would have to call her local business office for
a copy. She has tried that twice and has been refused each time. She was actually told that this
was done verbally and that it happens all the time.

The customer has a bill for approx $500 for installation charges for returning to PB. She is
refusing to pay, but until they are migrated back to ICG, there is a chance PB will take them down
for non-pay. Because the LISC is demanding that we place an additional order to migrate this
customer back to ICG, ICG will inturn be charge again for the RESALE order.

From: Dudics, Darlene/CSR-IRV
Sent: Thursday, Juiy 10, 1987 6:14 PM
To: Dudics, Darlene/CSR-IRV
Subject: FW: Our 1st SLAM
From: - Dudics, Darlene/CSR-IRV
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 1997 6:14 PM
To: Holdridge, Bruce/Sr Dir Gov Af
Subject: Our 1st SLAM
Tony,

Poul 1599

Sheetmetal Work , 805-323-4461,4464,1104 and 3286 migrated as RESALE to ICG May 1997.

On June 17,1997 the customer received a bill from Pacific Bell for install charges for the migration
back to Pacific Bell. 6-17-97 we received a Migration Confirmation from Pacific Bell. Our Resale
Account had been slammed by Pacific Bell.

The customer called the 800-750-2355 on the bill to find out who authorized going back to Pacific
Bell. She was told that a person in the Bakersfield office verbally approved it. She explained that
the person in Bakersfield has no authority to change their services and that they were in receipt of
a letter of Agency to sign, which they chose not to sign. When she asked why a Letter of Agency
was requested and yet the order was done on a verbal, she was told that "it happens all the time".

At the time of our migration, the phones naturally went down. When that happened the gentlemen
in Bakersfield called Pacific Bell to report trouble. He was told that the lines now belong to ICG
but if he would sign a Letter of Agency, they would process back to Pacific Bell. He did received
the Letter of Agency, which he forwarded to the LA office and because they had no desire to go
back with Pacific Bell it was never signed and sent in to Pacific Bell.

The customer does not want to be with Pacific Bell and we are now being told that we must place
a new order for RESALE to convert back to ICG.



If slamming is to be the practice, then a process needs to be in place at Pacific Bells level to work
the order back to an IGC account. For ICG to place a RESALE order, time is involved for our reps
to write the resale order and there are charges incurred when placing a Resale order. We do not
have the resources for tracking those charges nor the trust that Pacific Bell will not automatically
charge ICG for the process. We do not feel that we should be forced to a procedure when it has
been created by unethical policies.

The customer also does not feel that the bill sent to them is valid or due. Since it was done
without their authorization or knowledge, all charges need to be waived up to the time the account
migrates back to ICG.

Tony, thank you for your assistance in the matter. It has been almost 4 weeks since this came to
the attention of all concerned, and must be resolved immediately. Please call me......

Darlene Dudics
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